more likely to cause pipe rupture than tension. [...] Adherence to [this]
mitigation measure. .. would reduce this impact to a less than significant level 205

This “mitigation measure” is disingenuous: Anywhere that the pipe were “tensioned” it would
necessarily undergo equivalent compression elsewhere along its length (and likely nearby), or
vice versa. In any case, “tensioning” still remains a plausible cause of pipeline rupture. The
potential impact remains significant. ‘

“procedures shall be developed to mitigate any release of drilling muds that may
occur and shall be documented in the HDD Contingency Plan,"2%¢

But there is no assurance that such procedures will be viable, given the unique combination of
HDD-related technologies involved and characteristics of the specific drilling site. Have any
similar HDD projects been conducted in similar West Coast nearshore conditions by the
Applicant’s contractors? By anyone? If so, how many, how successfully, and under what
potentially problematic conditions? Mo such answers have been provided by the Applicant.

“Substantial displacement [by fault rupture] could cause a ropture of a pipeline....
Pipeline breaks have occurred but apparently they were on older pipe, pipe that
was niot arc welded, or on pipe in poor repair.”

But as pointed out above, no analysis has been provided as to how pipelines under deep-waler
pressures might behave during seismic events. To what extent might pressure-stressed pipes
behave Tike “old pipes” when subjected to seismic stresses?

BHP claims that additional geophysical data will in itself minimize potential impacts:

“[A]dditional geophysical and geotechnical data will be collected along the Project
roule in order to minimize potential impacts from local conditions not docu-
mented with existing data (e.g., unknown faults, evidence of slope instability).""

How so7 If the implication is that the project would be redesigned, then many other risk factors
could be altered. If new geological data were to show that the pipeline should be reinforced with
additional concrete (for instance), how would that affect installation procedures or the amount of

G434-139
cont'd

sedimentary perturbation incurred?

New technologies test seismic assuimptions

Following the Terminal Siting Act of 1977, both FERC and CPUC determined (as ordered by an
Appellate Court) that seismic risk was sufficiently low at the Pt Conception site.2® However,

since then, much as has been learned about structural safety through the experiences of the Loma
Prieta, Northridge and other quakes, such that, had that kmowledge been available at the time, the

W05 4,11-33,34.
206 41131

W7 411433

B Mptriz, at 18,
49 CECLNG.
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Pt. Conception site likely would have failed its seismic assessment. After every la.rge quake -
whether in California or elsewhere in the world (e.g., Kobe, Japan), strucu_:ra! engineers learn
that they have to substantially revise their notions of what and how much it takes to produce a
structure that will withstand a significant quake. That pattern has been repeated and rflalzar. Given
the potential hazards associated with the project, how could it be ass_urcd that the facility would
be designed to withstand quake hazards that have not yet been identified?

With s¢ many outstanding unknowns, this sectien of the DEL‘_.S;'R constitutes little more !hm an
expression of the Applicant’s self-confidence, al] dmss_e:dlup in many pages of hypothetical i
thinking. The designers of such complex industrial projects as Three-Mile lstnnd,. Chemabyl, the
Space Shuttle (or even the Tacoma Narrows Bridge210) were never so confident in their own
efforts — and by the comparable point in their development processes th::.y h‘ad already worked
out many more of the details than BHEB has done he:re. 'Tl'n_.ls. the Apphcatllcmlcan be found to
be incomplete and/er infeasible on the basis of the seismic risks and uncertainties alone.

Tsunamis

The treatment of tsunami risk is subject to unknowns and uncertainties similar to those of seis-
. :

mic risk in general. Tsunamis are discussed here separately because they don’t necessarily de-

pend on the seismicity of the immediate region.

The DEIS/R recognizes their possibility: “Several small tsunamis have bF.en rccard:e,:_‘] in the
Project arca over the last 200 years... the potential exists for a fuun'c major tsunami in the
Project area. Locally generated tsunarnis could result from slgmﬁ::?nl displacement of submarine
faults or from submarine slides.™!! However, the study it most relies on (Mc:}'!lull]och} dates
from 1985; since then, the science of modeling tsunami dynamics and probabilities has
progressed markedly.

The cited wave run-up heights of 3-18 feet?!? are based ona substantially incomplete assessment
of tsunami dynamics and sources of generation. Tsunamis can be generated lgcﬂ]y. as the
DEIS/R notes; but the DEIS/R ignores that the point of genération could be virtually anywhere
in the Pacific Basin, as well as the implications thereof. Tsun ami waves that travel over long
distances are subject to a dynamic of phase entrainment, whalmb:.r multiple shor;:k_wa\res become
combined into fewer, larger swells. For example, the tsuna:m:hat struck Ala.sk_a in -1964 was as
high as it was (60+ ft.7) because it was generaled ncar_l-lawm‘z, S0 th;ln by the time it reached
Alaska the component shockwaves had become consolidated into a single larger wave.

Also, tsunami waves are not only a sea surface phenomenon; their great energies are of course
transmitted below the surface. The application has not addressed what couldl happen to the
flexible risers and other hardware between the ship and the seabed when subjected to such

intense subsurface stresses.

210 Fgr those whe might not know, this large tension-span bridge in Washingien State, fately new in 1940, collapsed due o
harmenic escillations of ils strusturs caused by nothing mare vhan the wingd,

21 4.13.25,

212 4.11-25,
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G434-139.1
See the responses to Comments G434-133 through G434-139.

G434-140

The March 27, 1964 tsunami in Alaska was due to a magnitude (M)
9.2 earthquake and slide. In a bay (that magnified the wave) in
Alaska, the run-up height was up to 197 feet (60 meters [m]), while
in Hawaii the maximum height was 16 feet (4.9 m). The measured
tsunami after this quake was 2.6 feet (0.8 m) in Santa Barbara and
2.0 feet (0.6 m) in Los Angeles -- less than normal beach waves.

The largest earthquake ever recorded, the 1960 M 9.5 quake in
Chile, produced a tsunami that was measured at 4.6 feet (1.4 m) in
Port Hueneme, CA. The M 9.2 Sumatra quake of December 26,
2004, which resulted in the devastating tsunami in South Asia,
produced an 8.6-inch (0.22 m) wave in San Diego. Tsunami waves
have a very long wavelength and do not become "consolidated"
over long distance.

Tsunamis typically cannot be detected from a ship at sea due to the
long wavelength and small amplitude in the open ocean. Variations
in sea level waves are less than normal storms, and the forces on
Project pipelines would be similar to or less than the forces of
normal storm waves and currents.

The design tsunami event would cause a sea level change of
approximately 10 feet (3 m) with a negligible water slope at the
FSRU site with a wave period of 4 to 10 minutes. The design of the
mooring and risers would account for a 61-foot (18.6 m) change.

Sections 4.11.1.8 and 4.11.4 contain additional information on this
topic.



Thus the DEIS/R's assessment of tsunami hazards is substantially incomplete in at least three

regards. First, potential wave run-up heights are not limited to 18 or so feet; a long-distance

tsunami could generate a wave run-up of 60-100 feet or more. Second, the probability of occur-  F=ger =y

rence is substantially greater than the stated uceveral...over the last 200 years,” insofar as the

cont'd

area of potentizl generating sources is virtually the entire Pacific Basin, not just Southern
California waters. And third, no assessment of potential sub-surface impacts has been made.

Moreover, 2 study conducted in the past several years shows the possibility of a tsu_nami being
generated by a massive subsea movement oceurring along a particular escarpment in a southern
portion of the Southern California Bight2'3 The study indicates that a massive wave of 100 feet

or more would inundate coastal areas of much of Southern California, including the Santa Mon-

ica Bay, and by implication, the Project arca. Without inclusion of this study and an assessment
of the potential risk it implies, the DEIS/R’s assessment of tsunami risks remains yet more
incomplete.

Indeed, the DEIS/R admits that its assessment of tsunami risk is a “preliminary appraisal.”2!4

An jssue of such potentially overwhelming significance should have been addressed more defin-

itively by now.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

4.1-1 PRF219
Offshore oceanography and meteorology

Understated data on storms and wave heights

Data on storms, currents, and winds assume less than the 100-year maximums (despite stating
so). Fer instance, the 100-year “significant wave height” is stated as 24.28 ft. Butwaves of that
height occur in the offshore areas of the Project and along the coast from Pt. Dume to Pt. Mugu
every few years, Waves of that size occur almost as frequently along Ormond Beach — perhaps
twice per decade.?

Relatedly, the DEIS/R suggests that the Channel Islands substantially block all waves that would

reach the inshore areas,?'® and that “the average wave height in the proposed Cabrille Port area is
considerably lower than that outside the Channel Islands."2!7 Not true. In fact, wave blockage
by the islands is negligible, because swells refract around them. Indeed, the larger the swell, the

213 Aq the moment, 1 don’t recall where 1 saw this study reported; if the public comment period were longer, I would bave
peovided the exact citation.

204 4,11-25.

215 Rysed on persanal obscrvation over 35 years in the aren. Foe 20 of those years, | surfed regularly s6 was, and have remained,
unusuplly observant of wive heights, swell direction and the like.

206 4190,

217

&.)-10.

Kraig Hill —Comment on BHPB NG Deepwater Port DEIS/R — Draft 12-18-04 L3

2004/G434
G434-141

Section 4.11.1.8 contains updated information on this topic. The
evaluation of tsunami risks in this document is based on valid data
which has undergone scientific peer review and accepted by local
governments and the oversight agencies.

G434-142
Section 4.11.1.8 contains revised text on this topic.

G434-143

Section 4.1.8.3 contains additional information on wave height and
refraction.



greater its refractability (long wavelengths, whether in light, seund or water, refract more rcm::i'gs
than shorter ones). So while waves heights in some inshore areas may not always be the sam
those in the FSRU location, in most cases they will be essentially as large.

The “storm build-up™ times used in the evaluation are limited to 4 hours. Yet storms can be
active for days. The analysis should be expanded to examine the effects of storm-related stresses

on offshore components over longer periods of time.

Prevailing ocean currents

The Scoping Draft misstated the direction of the pre.waili:l'tg ocean ;u;mnts.il'*‘and the l:uE.z:;fI?:g
continues to do so. They contradict the map given in Dm!e;.lr et al,# b:.'_ omitting snlmef \i : ':.r.n:mi
and emphasizing others to suggest that current flow in the site location is offshar_r.-.. n] m;'r'om e
on maps, and my own experience sailing in that Ia-cmf:m, cummlt flow is predumm;fé %.-r]RE %
NW (Davidson Current), with a West-to-East current in the project area. (See my 4,

Surface Circulation
o
the Southern
l"*-,\ G i - California Bight
RS
VY T S s e

FIGURE 4: Detail from map in Dailey et al; amrow shows _preva.iling
Vest-io-East surface current at project site, {Contrast with map in the DEIS/R.)

i sttom currents and their interaction with the pipclin.c and .risc‘rs, lh?. calculation
vmﬁtﬁifg;t; ?ncomp]etc and unrealistic. The DEIS/R assumes without Jusn;i-:auntn h:_n bsa::]ttr?;-;
current speed of only 1.0 knat for all analyses. ™ But bottom currents {nay_be. a%mro«: -
enrrents under certain conditions, as the DEIS/R points out elsewhere (in d:slcus;;cm l‘:gm 15
Ting, eic.). The methodology also assurnes that, “the samc_mahr:d c_urrgnt will apph1 i
sections of the pipelines.”22! But seabed current strength will vary s!pdicamly ovmer th :ﬂ -
the pipeline. Apropos, the Applicant states, with regard to calculgﬂclf meumd‘s, 3’: ; shnurd
conservative design...is not recommended.”*# By whom? The 1?1p§hna and riser design
be as conservative as needed to meet all reasonably foreseeable significant risks.

218 b rscs dol ROV imapes/pdfEE

219 pailey et ol, a9,

220 TR-309R - Regulatory On Bottem Stability Analysis Report - Revi.doc Page 4 of 9.
_ 121 TR-303R - Regulmary On Bottom Stability Analysis Report - RevA.doc Page 5 of 9.

202 TR_306R - Regulatory On Bottom Stability Analysis Repest - RevA.dos Page Sof 9.
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G434-144

Section 4.1.8.2 describes the general wave climate, and Section

4.1.8.3 contains additional information about the wave hindcast
model.

G434-145

The figures presented in the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR and by
the commenter both represent states of circulation that occur within
the Southern California Bight. However, as discussed in Section
4.1.8.1, the actual circulation pattern is much more complex than
either representation. To decrease any potential confusion, the
circulation patterns have been deleted from Figure 4.1-1. The Final
EIS/EIR includes up-to-date available data on currents.



With respect to visibility under hazy or foggy skies, the DEIS/R missinltes the Ise_?nns ff lq;:test
visibility as August through October.® Those are actu;l]y m:apms of high v v:m&; 1tyli1_ ow e
visibility occurs from May through Tuly, during the period of “June Gloom. as this simply
clerical error? Has it had an impact on any other assessments?

Impacts on sensitive environment

Not analyzed: Potential impacts on shoreline habitats, ranging from Pt. Dume to Pt. Mu gu, 1;:[
cluding sensitive areas identified in 1997 study documents in support of the proposed Mali

Marine Sanctuary.

Onghere and shoreline impacts in CINMS are not analyzed; impa_cts_cou]d p_utcnlia]ly include
more than just “marine life,” either directly, or through interspecies interactions (e.g.,
bioaccumulation).

is 1 i i land — also a protected ecological zone.
No analysis is provided with respect to Santa Barbara I.s : :
Ttis siruiled SSE of the site, and could foreseeably be impacted by tankers coming and going.

Malibu marine environment still ignored

it was pointed out in the Scoping phase, the DEIS/R continues to subat?ln.ug.lly ignore
#lle:}::‘g%:gliially-gensitim marine communities of Mall‘tm and the state waters ext?ndmg west tgf
Pt. Mugu. It apparently justifies this significant omissicn by relying on its own m:sslatememsi.u
the prevailing winds and currents; if it had identified lhcsehcom_.cxly, it would have tolﬁogn
that Malibu is both downwind and downcurrent of the P::c ject site. The DEI;;'R shou ?:c
addressed the potential impacts of both spills and chronie discharges on Malibu waters an
shoreline.

& Protect site is ~12 miles from the Malibu Marine Refuge, as proposed in a bill that was
::sscd E]}- the State Legislature in 1997 (5B IEIE}E-;'. (See my FIGURE 5.) Numuhs:lantd:nfs :he
hill's subsequent veto by then-Governor Wilson, its guppon1ng resca_mh dncum_ri?tc D:e :'m 2
eight threatened or endangered species — some of which arc present m_thr. Cabrillo u-.p .
Port area — as well as a number of highly ecologically-sensitive arcas in xpd clc_scr IDC es curlr:nd
zone. The main portion of the research was performed by the UCLA Marine Scter}bczl enter,
by Dr. Richard Ambrose; their study documents the umque:ch amcim?shcs ?fMai: s marine
ecosystem and the variety of endangered and threatened animal species native to the arca.

The UCLA study identified 11 envirenmentally sensitive areas in Mlalibu alone, 3 of which are
west of PL. Dume. It recommended prohibiting commercial fishing in Malibu waters, a.n:i no
fishing whatsoever in waters west of PL. Dume. Based on ten criteria under which coastal areas

should be protected (e.g., unique habitat, vulnerable species, ete.), the study found that “the vast

maijority of Malibu's coastline and offshore waters are special and should be protected;"#* that “it

is likely that current abundance is lower than historical levels; 2 and that “positive effects for

3 41-)5.
24 gmbeose, UCLA Report, 0113 .
235 JCLA Report, al 21 (in support of the reports propossd ahemnative no. 5).

G434-146
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e

G434-161
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G434-146
Section 4.1.8.5 contains additional information about visibility.

G434-147

Section 4.8.4 discusses impacts on shoreline habitats, which would
be avoided by using HDB to cross the shoreline at Ormond Beach,
which is the only shoreline habitat that would be affected by
construction activities associated with the proposed Project.

G434-148

The proposed Project is, at its closest point, approximately 12.6 NM
from the CINMS and 18.61 NM from the closest shoreline on
Eastern Anacapa Island in the CINP (see Table 2.1-2). It would
have no effect onshore or on the shoreline of the CINMS.

G434-149

Section 4.7.1.6 discusses sea birds on Santa Barbara Island. Other
biological resources on the island would not be impacted because
the island would be approximately 22.5 NM (25.9 miles) from the
proposed FSRU site. The closest LNG carrier routes would be
located approximately --- NM from Santa Barbara Island.

G434-150

The Independent Risk Assessment (Appendix C1) considered
various potential LNG spill scenarios using available meteorological
data from offshore buoys. Section 4.2.7.2 discusses the process of
LNG evaporation and dispersion that would follow an LNG spill on
water. No shoreline in Malibu would be affected and waters of

Malibu would not be affected by Project discharges (see Figure
ES-1).

G434-151
See the response to Comment G434-150.



the harvested and non-harvested marine animals are expected” only in a regime of maximum
environmental protection.®*

@ mﬂﬂ* anil mneconsEpiive wtE -3 I

(o} |
FCATHARES i

FIGURE §: Westemn portion of proposed Malibu Marine Refuge (Point Dume near center
of imuge); from UCLA Study. Nowe proposed restriction on all commnercial and recreational
acoess (consumptive and non-consumprive uses) to 3-mile limit (dark line, “offshore'™).

To put the UCLA study in context, it deseribes a region of ocean and shore zone with signifi-
cantly greater human population than parts of the coastline that are even closer to the proposed
project; much of the coast between Malibu and Oxnard is significantly more pristine. In this
regard, the stody’s findings in favor of maximum environmental protection should apply even

G434-151
cont'd

more strongly to those areas.

226 JCLA Report, ol xi.
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Benthic communities

Disturhances to benthic communities are underestimated and under-specified, insofar as data is
based on surveys providing only geological data, not direct biological data??? Systematic ROV
surveys of the pipeline area are necessary to determine the kinds of benthic species that would be
impacted, and to what degree.* Such surveys have apparently not beem done. The surveys that
the Applicant has relied have all been of a geotechnical nature (provided by Fugros-Geos). Such
studies can provide a preliminary sense of where biotic communities might be located, but do not
show where particular populations are actually located.

In any case, disturbances to benthic communities are likely underestimated, The application
assumes that impacts will be limited to the 200-ft wide “pipeline corridor.”# But it provides no
substantive basis for that specification; so BHFE cannot say that significant biological effects
oceurring beyond that distance are not reason ably foreseeable. Certainly, sedimentary distor-
bances would cloud the water column and resettle over an area greater than 200 ft. wide. But
how wide of an area might be affected, either by direct changes in water chemistry or sunlight
penetration (for instance), or by indirect changes such as alteration of predator/prey relation-
ships? No one knows. (The application would have been more credible if it had analyzed po-
tential impacts for a 1,000 ft. wide corridor, for instance.) Because no substantiation has been
provided for the arbitrary 200-ft. zone, it must be assumed there is a reasonably foreseeable
potential that the actual zone of significant impact could be substantially larger.

The assessment of the area of potential impact must include potential habitat — not just current
actual residence — for threatened and endangered species, such as abalones. It does not.

Potential benthic disturbance caused by emplacement of the nine drag anchors is not addressed.
These would cover an area of radius 1.2 km, 20 or 4.52 sq. km. True, the inner area of distur-
bance caused by the FLEM is included in assessment of benthic disturbance, but the additional
area encompassed by the anchers would be subject to an unknown degree of disturbance, as
anchors are set, adjusted and re-set, Stirring of sediments would likely oceur; as sediment clouds
could disperse in any direction, the overall impact zone would be a circular area greater than just
the 1.2 ki radius described by the anchors alone. Even using the understated 100-ft disturbance
zome that BHEB uses for the pipeling, this would create a total unaccounted-for area of at least
4.75 sq. km, that would potentially be disturbed during the process of anchor emplacement.

Disturbances in burying the near-shore pipeline out to 43 ft. water depth remain substantially
unaddressed.!

227 wGyrveys of the seabed in the Project arca have been performed, including sidesean sonar backscatier, shallow sub-bettom
prafiling, sezbed spmpling, multibeam bathymelry, and neoustic backscatier, The seafloor in the arca of the Project is primarily
fine to coarser groined sediment. Mo major reck oulcroppings or man-made struclures are in the Project area. Isalated rocks or
man-made debris are localed sparsely in the Project area™ Matrix, at 24.

238 Mutrix, 0t 25,

220 “Ujging a scafloos projection of the 2.5 NM radivs precautisnary zone around the moaring poiot, plus a 200-foot wide
pipeline cormider, the maximum area of disturbance is 17,145 acres.” Matrix, at 23,

20 gee 217,

B sqyorizontal directions] drilling (HIDID) from the onshors fasility underground o offshore waicrs 13 meters deep will require
an exit hals to he excavated. The hole will be approximately 100 feet wide, 150 feet jong, and 10 feet desp and will be located
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G434-152
Section 4.7.1.1 addresses this topic.

G434-153
Impaqt BioMar-_3 in Section 4.7.7 under "Hard Bottom Habitats"
contains more information on the Fugro 2004 benthic survey.

G434-154

Section 4.7 identifies potential as well as known habitat for
threatened and endangered species. As stated in Section 4.7.1.1
the lack of suitable hard substrate to which abalone could attach ’
and the algae upon which they feed makes the possibility of the
presence of white abalone extremely remote.

G434-155
Impact BioMar-2 in Section 4.7.4 addresses this topic.

G434-156
Impact BioMar-1 in Section 4.7.4 discusses this topic.



Non-native organisms

With typical tanker ships, there is a growing problem of nun—nativ_c mga.n?sms (c.g., mussels,
microorganisms) being discharged along with ballast water. In this case, it would appear that the
problem would only oceur in one direction: after the LNG is unleaded, a tankcr wonld take on
ballast water, which it would eventually discharge in a foreign port, :ﬂcm_g with any nlon—nanve.
species it was carrying., Under MARPOL, or any other relevant lntemaunna:l law, mlgh; the U.5.
and/or the applicant be liable for any such damage to the ecosystems of foreagp harbors? Is there
any possibility of non-native organisms being introduced d-.l_nng"lhelconxtrucuon phase? '_[11.&
DEIS/R appears not to address the legal and environmental lmplllcahons of the U.S, allowing the
importation of foreign organisms into the waters of other countries.

Established trend of promoting environmental quality

The Applicant's proposal goes against an established md among regu]atnry_ age:_lcicr: to afford
greater protection to sensitive areas of the Channel Tslands and Southern I;al1forn1a.B|ght —'tha
latest example perhaps being the proposed expansion of C]NMSI. Th."' Project could undam:nne
decades of hard work on the part of agency officials, research scientists and even commercial
industries to preserve and enhance the ecological integrity of the region.

As another example of this trend toward greater protection, the Interagency Working Group on
Vessel Risks (comprised of representatives of NOAA, the Coast Guard and others) recently
recommended that all vessels with oil or hazardous cargo be directed !o_a\tmd sanctuary waters
except when entering/leaving port. 22 The Working Group found that this is necessary because,
“Throughont the state of California, there is evidence of past and fear of future ecosystem degra-
dation... The impact upon marine protected areas in both State and federal :.ualc_rs. m_c!udlpg .
seashores, reserves, preserves, refuges, underwater parks, and areas of special b}nl?gmal signi-
ficance is profound."®? Relatedly, the Exxon Corp. agreed to stop “a tar‘nker sh'nppulng operation
that carried monthly boatloads of crude oil within 50 miles of the ecolo gically fragile Channel
Islands.""#4 )

Tn the context of the DEIS/R, perhaps this trend may not be folly addressable in terms of specific
Jegal requirements. But it is nonetheless real; to ignore it altogether _wou]d be to assume that the
existing legal framework perfectly captures all the ways that the environment _has meaning (o
people, physically and psychologically. So the trend shcul_d have been hmc‘ogmzcd in T.hel DEIS/R
and weighed accordingly — if not in terms of its direct environmental significance, then in terms
of “aesthetics™ or “sociocconomic factors.”

If the proposal were to pass, it could set a dangerous precedent in industrializing a location that
would have strategic implications for the future development vs. preservation of a much wider

roughly 3,000 feet from shore, This hole will be excavated, and fallowing placement of the pipeline, will be filled with the
original sediment cxcavated to create the bole.” Matrix, at 31, iy o

232 Working Groap, “Califomia Masine Sanctuary Vessel Traffie Study for national marine sancluarics in California,” at 7.

233 gGenstrand. )

24 pichell, 1.5, Exxon Agrees To Halt Shipping Near Isfands: Environment: Oil Company Says It Will Comply With Cease-
And-Desist Order, Los Angeles Times, April B, 1995, at BEl.
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G434-157

Potential impacts on foreign/international ports as a result of ballast
water discharge or exchange within the jurisdiction of other
countries are not addressed in the NEPA or CEQA.

Section 4.1.7 describes the underlying assumptions of the
document; compliance with open ocean exchange of ballast water
is presumed because 33 CFR Part 151 has mandatory reporting of
ballast water exchange outside the Exclusive Economic Zone
(EEZ) 200 NM from the coast. In addition, the Applicant has

committed to conducting ballast water exchanges outside of the
200 NM EEZ.

G434-158
Section 4.7.1.4 addresses this topic.

G434-159

Section 1.6 contains information on this topic. In addition, each
resource section includes a table with the applicable legal and
regulatory requirements that relate to the proposed Project.



region, Opponents of environmental preservation in nearby areas could point to it and say, “see
the area is already compromised.” Developers (e.g., oil companies), might see an open door
towards renewing their push for resource extraction (e.g., new platforms) or other commercial
ventures. The project could be more than just a single, anomalous blight upon an otherwise
pristine ocean wilderness; in the worst-case scenario, it could be the first step down a slippery
slope towards the eventual abandonment of the sanctuary concept and the commercial

privatization of Southern California’s offshore islands.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — MARINE

4.7 PDF 455

Marine mammal impacts

A variety of marine mammal species are recognized as present (or potentially so) in the project
area, yet the potential impacts on them remains incomplete. These species include: three species
of Federal endangered baleen whales, the blue, fin, and humpback whales; Gray whales (espe-
cially females and calves, present in southern California waters in Spring); Northem right whale;
multiple dalphin species; Northern elephant seals; several seal species, and sea lions.

Analysis of vessel strikings is missing and required. Still an answered are comments made by an
agency reviewer on an early draft:

“Laist et al. (2001) found that fin whales are struck most frequently, while right
whales, humpback whales, sperm whales, and gray whales are commeonly struck.
Between 1975 and 1980, 12 vessel strikes with gray whales were documented off
southern California, which resulted in six gray whale deaths (Patten ct al. 19800,
Three themes were apparent of the vessel marine mammal collisions that Laist et
al. (2001) analyzed: most lethal or severe injuries were caused by ships 80 meters
or longer; whales were not observed or were too close to be avoided; and most
lethal or severe injuries resulted from vessels traveling 14 knots or faster."233

Likewise, analysis of spill effects on mammals is incomplete:

*Whils there is specific discussion involving oil spill impacts to gray whales,
there is no discussion regarding expected levels of impacts from oil spills
associated with the project on other marine mammals, particularly, the pinnipeds.
They not enly could swim in the oil spill area, but also have the potential to be
impacted via oil reaching shorelines i.e. haul-out sites ot pupping grounds."%¢

5 Matriz, ot 2.
238 WoAA commentor, Matrix, at 25.
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G434-160

Section 4.7.1.5 and Impact BioMar-4 in Section 4.7.4 discuss this
topic.

G434-161
Impact BioMar-9 in Section 4.7.4 discusses this topic.

G434-162
Impact BioMar-6 in Section 4.7.4 discusses this topic.



2004/G434

G434-163
Section 4.7.1.5 and Impacts BioMar-5 and -6 in Section 4.7.4

G434-163 discuss this topic.

The DEIS/R shows that apparently little or nothing has been done to address an admission made
in the Scoping Drafl, namely that the Project would violate the MMPA, as well as harm other

threatened species:

= G434-164
“arine mammals and sea turtles could be affected. Impacts could result from Section 4.7.1.5 and Impact Bi 5i i . .
the unlikely event of a release of LNG, fuel, or Jubricating oils from the FSRU or topic pact BioMar-5 in Section 4.7.4 discuss this

shuttle tankers. Additional impacts could result from construction activities,
noise levels during construction, and potential contact of a Project vessel or

mooring line with a marine mammal or turtle."7 G434-165
) . B ‘ o _ _ The map on Figure 4.7-1 shows the approximate locations based
f;me :;ﬁ;si rm;acts remain unmitigated in the current DEIS/R, noise impacts in particular I G434-164 on best available data cited in the references to Section 4.7.
15C0 ZI0W ).
G434-166

Meanwhile, the precedent of curtailing or abandoning activities that conld impact marine
mammals is already well-established in the region. For instance, the L.A. Times reported that
“[t}o win state approval, Chevron agreed to do most of its [oil] platform removal werk in the
summer to avoid the gray whale migration along the coast. And Chevron's use of undersea
explosives [has been] limited, both to avoid Killing fish and 1o limit shock waves that could
injure the delicate hearing systems of porpoises, whales and other mammals."#¥ The DEIS/R
does not take this evident trend into account.

See the response to Comment G434-165.

Inaccurate Gray Whale migration routes

The DEIS/R also perpetuates the Scoping Draft’s inaccurate characterization of California Gray |M
‘Whale migration routes. As I showed in my scoping comments (and reproduced here as my

FIGURE 6), BHPB's original application appropriated a map of migration routes from Dailey et

al's ECOLOGY OF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA BIGHT, 2 (shown left) and modified it to suggest

{hat the whales swim around the site (right) That mischaracterized Dailey's map, which actually

shows only where the greatest number of sightings occurred within a limited time range. In any

given year, whales may be found anywhere within the overall swath. (By analogy, BHPB's

assertion is like saying that an object dropped between lanes on a freeway would never be hit by

a car becanse it's “between lanes.”) I myself have sailed through the Project area and seen

whales in the immediate vicinity.

The current DEIS/R avoids using the same map from Dailey (to avoid critique?), and instead re-

imposes the same misleading interpretation on a newly-drafted map 20 Unfortunately, BHPB's
new map even more strongly exaggerates the false assumption that the whales travel in highly

defined lanes.

7 geaning Apph. 5221

BE Savre, Barry, Dismaniling of Ol Rigs Marks Chenge, Los Angeles Times, Februnry 21, 1996, at A3

239 Diley, Mumay D., et al, eds., ECOLOGY GF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA BIGHT: A SYNTHESIS AND INTERFRETATION,
University of Califarnin Press, 1993,

240 Figure 4.7-1.
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FIGURE 6. Original map of gray whale routes from Dailey et al (left), and BHPB's first
modified version of the map (right),®! which added arows to over-emphasize the notion of lanes.,
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FIGURE 7. BHPB’s new map perpetuates the false notion that gray whales migraie in
tighly defined Janes. In fact, their paths vary throughout the area encompassing the FSRU.

This map manipulation is not trivial. It means that the DEIS/R cannot have accurately assessed
the potential impacts on Gray Whales; understating the whales presence necessarily understates
what could happen to them. Thus it’s entirely possible that significant unmitigated impacts on
gray whales have been ignored by the DEIS/R. Indeed, the fact that the Applicant has persisted
in mischaracterizing the whales' presence suggests that it is concerned that such impacts could
be unmitigable, .

241 There is no differesce in the maps Morth of PL Conception; the top of the Dailey version was cut off by the seanner.
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The California Gray Whale could be especially impacted by disturbance of bottom sediments
during construction, due to the way it feeds; “As [it] swims slc:w_l;sr forv-rq:d, it m_]ls to one side
and passes within a few centimeters of a benthic food source utll_ule creating .lrucnml'u in its open
mouth to draw in the food and sediment."2# Given the possibility that toxie chs_.-.mfzals embed-
ded in existing sediments would be stimed up - 2 possibility that Itlnas nat been dismissed — many
square miles of gray whale feeding ground could become mnr._ammated fE:r dacaldca,_uausmg
ongoing and irreparable harm to significant numbers of the animals. Pacific white-sided dol-
phins are also known to feed near the bottom in continental shelf waters.2%

Neoise Impacts
For discussion, see below, Noise impacts on marine mammals.

Monitoring Plan

The Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan is inappropriate. It is based on a plan used during con-
struction work on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, which is not in an area of comparable
marine mammal habitat; it is not in any area frequented by cetaceans, nor are there comparable
quantity and size of pinniped haul-out areas along adjacent shorelines 24

Much about marine mammal feeding and behavior patterns remains not well understood. In
particular, not much is known about their interrelationships with fisheries — except th?l clearly
“the halance is rather delicate.”2s Because of this, decision-makers must err on the side of cau-
tion; they must utilize the Precautionary Principle, taking a “better safe than sorry” approach in
matters involving marine mammals.

Fish and Fisheries conflicts

Discussion of impacts on fish species and fisheries remains superficial at best, as articulated in
this recent comment by an agency reviewer:

“Consultation with NMFS for EFH requires both a thorough description and
discussion of the habitats as well as the species managed by the Pacific Fishlery
Management Council in the region of the project. Appendix B should contain a
goad discussion of any appropriate species in the project area managed under the
four Fishery Managemént Plans: highly migratory species (like tunas, swordfish,
and sharks), coastal pelagic species (like sardines, anchovies, and squid),
groundfish (such as sole, flounders, and rockfish), and salmon (such as steelhead

242 Dailey ot al, et 642,

263 Dailey etal, 3t 648, . : L o

4 Dy, T. 2002 San Francisco-Oukland Bay Bridge Enst Span Seismic Safety Project: Marine Mammal Moaitoring Plan.
Prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff, May 2002, Avail: . )
h'|.1:jmiun:linﬂiﬂn.urﬂpdrﬂMmmﬂMnmmuI*EDMuﬁmnngmlm.pdf (Matrix, ot 26.)

M5 pajley et al, ot 662,
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G434-167

Section 4.12.1.1 discusses areas of known marine sediment
contamination. The conclusion was that "[n]Jo known ocean
dumpsites that might contain waste hazardous materials have been
identified within 0.43 NM (0.5 mile or 0.8 km) of either the proposed
FSRU location or subsea pipeline." Section 4.18.1.2 provides the
results of sediment sampling at the proposed HDB exit points and
at the Reliant Energy Ormond Beach Generating Station outfall.
Neither indicated the presence of contaminated sediments.

Since offshore construction would be avoided during gray whale
migration season and the locations of the pipeline routes and the
FSRU would avoid known ocean dumpsites, impacts on whales
from sediment disturbance during pipeline construction and FSRU
installation would be avoided.

G434-168

The Marine Mammal Monitoring procedures incorporated into the
proposed Project are described in AM BioMar-9b in Section 4.7.4.
The Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan might be modified after
consultation with NOAA (see Appendix I).

G434-169

Impact BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 contains additional information
regarding potential impacts on EFH, reflecting the current status of
informal consultation between the USCG and NOAA/NMFS. See
Appendix | for correspondence regarding this consultation.



and Coho). Appendix B contains a superficial discussion of rockfish and Salmon
as protected under the Endangered Species Act."#6

The Applicant admits: “Fish species that utilize habitats in non-rocky shelf and continental slope
eomposite essential fish habitat (EFH) will be affected by loss of benthic habitat where the pipe-
line covers the ocean floor."7 But no analysis of significance is given.

The Application does not discuss the Magnuson-Stevens fishery Comervatign and Managcmem
Act with its reantherization to include Essential Fish habitat under the Sustainable Fisheries

Act.248
Data is missing on the squid fisheries which operate in the FSRU vicinity and pipeline area.

There is no description or discussion of how the pipeline could be ;l;rotc_:ctad from :,faTagc due 'i'u
bottom trawls, or how trawling could safely occur over/along the pipeline. Bl-llf'B s “response’
is non-responsive: “The main threat to the proposed pipeling from bottom rm'wling is {:.'rum
impact with the steel trawl doors and or entanglement with trawl nets.”2# This “threat” must be
evaluated, and mitigated if necessary.

WATER QUALITY AND SEDIMENTS

418 PDF 817
Clean Water Act

Data for Clean Water Act requirements is missing. BHPB states, “All discharges from the
Project will be addressed in the NPDES Permit Applications.”2% But all such data must be
included in the EIS/EIR evaluation for it to be meaningful.

The EPA has pointed out missing data pertaining to the Clean Walg:r Act: “A few spwlﬁc sig-
nificant items that are incomplete with respect to NPDES are identified below. The alpphcan-:‘m
must recognize 21l discharges needing a permit. Discharges mr.nll:mned in the text which require
2 permit but are not recognized on page 5-16 include the following:24!

» Runoff from onshore construction. It appears that 1-5 acres would be disturbed,
so the project would be considered ™ small construction” for purposes of

permitting (EA page 3-21)

» Firefighting water. The application mentions a continuous discharge; system
testing discharges, if they occur, should also be described ( page 2-14).

246 i, ot 2.
M7 Motrix, at 6.
248 Marix, ot 14,
289 Wairix, at ).
250 wfnrrix, st 30.
51 Motrix, at 30,
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G434-170
Section 4.7.1.2 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-171

The regulatory agencies do not require an analysis of impacts to
squid.

G434-172
Section 4.16.1.1 under "Commercial Fishing" addresses this topic.

G434-173

Sections 2.2.2.4 and 4.18 have been updated. The Applicant has
also updated its NPDES permit application.

G434-174
See the response to Comment G434-173 regarding the NPDES

permit. Section 2.7.1 discusses runoff associated with Project
construction.

G434-175

Sections 2.2.2.5 and 4.18.4 contain updated information on this
topic.



« Although hydrotest water is recognized, maintenance pigging discharges 1‘11us:
be also be recognized { EA page 3-36). Chemical use, if any, must be clarified.

[caza-17s]

[s434-180]

+ Drill cuttings and drilling muds discharged at the exit hole from the HDD (EA
page 3-24/25).

« Ballast water { EA page 3-33)

« Black water ( EA page 3-35); BHP must determine whether there will be
discharges.

« Cooling water from diesel generators ( page 2-9 of application).

The EPA also notes: “Other information noted as incomplete in the Deepwater Port quiicat.ion
coneems section 404 of the Clean Water Act. EPA needs additional information regarding the
potential discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., and: if necessary, a section
404 permit application to be submitted to the Army Corps of Enginecrs,"22

Flawed assumptions re. stormwater amounts

The NPDES application states that the system for processing oily water “will be designed to
handle the expected maximum rainfall rate... Annual average rainfall in thl:l le_lccl lucafunn is
measured at 13.9 inches per year, with a maximum of 29 inchcr....."l That is incorrect: just two
years ago, the annual rainfall in this location was approximately 35 inches 9

Similarly, the application states that the oil overflow system would handle a maximum storm
intensity of “2.5 inches within 24 hours.” Yet several times in only the past f.?w years th_xs loca-
tion has experienced 24-hour storm totals of up to 6 inches. By the stated dr._mgn specs, it
appears that the oily water system would be subject to overflow. Moreover, [nsofur as NOAA
elimatologists predict that storms of increasing intensity and fraqua_:nc)r x_mll-llkely oceur as glob-
al warming continues over the coming years, this design shortcoming will likely be accentuated.

Without more accurate representations of rainfall rates and amounts, the DEIS/R necessarily
underestimates the potential risks of accidental oil discharge.

0il Spills _

0il spill impacts, and contingency plans are incomplete. The Applicant states, “a E_)pﬂl Preven-

tion, Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCC Plan) will be developed for IJ'1e Project as de- M
seribed in Section 5.6 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, The SPCC l‘IarE will address _bal:h the

management and storage of these materials and describe measures to be Imple‘!nenlbq in t_he.

event of a spill."2% Such plans must be developed for the DEIS/R to be meaningful in this area.

2 Matrix, 81 31. .
253 Based on o known total for Malibu, immediately adjacent to the site.

54 Maurix, ol
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G434-176

Section 2.6.5.5 includes updated information about quantities of
hydrostatic water. Section 2.7.1.8 describes hydrostatic testing in
detail. Section 4.18.4 discusses hydrostatic testing with respect to
water quality.

G434-177

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and horizontal directional boring (HDB) instead of
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) would be used for the
installation of the offshore pipeline. Section 2.6.1. has been revised
and contains a detailed description of HDB.

G434-178

Section 2.2.2.4 and the ichthyoplankton analysis (Appendix
H1)address ballast water. Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 discuss
impacts on ballast water.

G434-179

Section 2.2.2.6 and Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 contain
revised information on this topic. According to Section 4.18.4,
"Black water would be treated aboard the FSRU using a
USCG-certified Type Il Marine Sanitation Device with a sewage
digester to reduce the black water volume...The liquid effluent from
the treatment system would be discharged to the ocean in
accordance with the facility's NPDES permit."

G434-180

The Project has been modified since the issuance of the 2004 Draft
EIS/EIR. Cooling water from the diesel generators would be
recirculated rather than discharged (see Section 2.2.2)

G434-181

The NPDES application is not part of the EIS/EIR, but is the subject
of a separate USEPA permitting process that includes opportunities
for public comment. The Applicant submitted an updated NPDES
application to the USEPA for its review in December 2005.

Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 discusses the processing of oily
water.

G434-182
See the response to Comment G434-181.

G434-183
Section 2.2.2.4 contains information on this topic.



2004/G434

G434-184

A Facility Oil Pollution Contingency Plan and a Vessel Oil Pollution
Contingency Plan for the Project were developed in December
2004. Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plans would
be prepared once the Project were approved and final designs
were prepared.



BHPB proudly cites DOE’s claim that “only eight marine incidents worldwide have involved
spillage of LNG.” It does not acknowledge the significance of other studies:

» NOAA cites 3,500 shipping accidents in the US per year;
+ The OECD cites 200 significant oil spills per year in the US;
» Spills over 1 million gallons eccurs every 2 1/2 years on avg. in the US. 253

+ The Vessel Traffic Working Group found that each year, on average, the West
Coast experiences over 100 accidents invelving vessels 300 gross tons or larger —
more than 10 of which involved significant oil spillage. 25

BHPE does acknowledge that in the “event of an oil spill from vessels servicing thz FSRU of the
approximately 88,060 gallons of diese] fuel stored on the FSRU emergency power, marine mam-
mmals and sea tortles in the vicinity of the spill conld be impacted.”7 But instead of assessing the
potential impact, BHPB merely states that it will (not yet) “describe measures to be implemented
in the event of a spill.”2*% Might such measures be too little, too late? The impact asscssment
has not been performed.

With respect to non-emergency, daily operations, the CEC notes that “[s]pills are most likely to
oceur. . .during the connection 2nd disconmection process between the ship and the on-shore
unloading arms, leakage from swivel joints, emergency disconnection of unloading arms, or a
rupture in the cargo ship’s containment system.” It's not clear that all such contingencies have
been fully addressed.

Clearly, the Applicant cannot claim that it is unlikely that a spill would eccur sometime in the
facility’s lifetime. If and when there were a spill, Coast Guard Lisutenant Commander Sharon
Richey succinctly states one particular risk: “There are some limitations to what you can do off
this coast. 1t's a simple fact that you can't boom spilled oil on 10-foot seag,”" 9

Special risks of sedimentary perturbation

The Applicant's own map reveals that a substantial portion of the pipeline would be laid across a
known, charted dumpsite?® {See my FIGURE 8.) This has not been addressed in the DEIS/R.
This could be particular significant in that any toxic chemicals liberated into the water column
could migrate under the prevailing currents towards environmentally-sensitive Muguo Lagoon.

253 OECD, THE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF FREIGHT, 1997. at 15.

296 Working group, at 30.

27 Matrix, aL 25.

258 Mo, ot 25.

259 \fortin, Glenn, Marine Group Rips Off Tanker Report But Cocst Guard refutes charge spill danger fgnared, The San
Franciseo Chreaicle, My 27, 1996, st ALL

260 See, €., b : b e
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G434-185
Impact WAT-5b in Section 4.18.4 addresses the impact of a
potential diesel spill.

G434-186
Impact WAT-1 in Section 4.18.4 addresses this topic.

G434-187

As discussed in Section 4.12.1 and 4.12.5, there are no known
offshore dump sites within 0.5 miles of the Project or its
alternatives. On the cited map, the pipelines cross the label "dump
site" and not the actual location of such site.



Figure 8. The pipeline would cross through 2 "dump site,” as shown on BHFB's
own map?8 (just above center). Sedimentary perturbations here remain umassessed.

Mugu Lagoon is particularly vuinerable. “The entire 1,300-acre [Muogu] lngfm_nn is listed as a
cleanup site because of high levels of toxics, especially DDT and other pesticides, that have
collected in the mud and sediment.”252

Meanwhile, the Applicant assumes that “[c]oncentrations of contaminants slur.h as met?.!s. PCBs,
bacteria, petroleum hydrocarbons, and pesticides in Thl: sediments ?UI_‘I'DUTIdI!‘Lg the Project area
are typical of the Southern California Bight."?% This is pmblefmahF in at least two regards.
First, a U.S. Navy captain, whose name cannot be divulged for obvious reasons, ha? rcpnrcc‘d off-
the record that the area is full of toxic chemicals and ordnance dumped there when it was still
legal and even after it became illegal. 2 OF course, that can't be t:',asily substantiated; but it still
bears investigation. In stirring up the seabed during the construction process, that hazardous
cocktail conld be liberated into the water column and atmosphere. Will the ana]ysng ot‘ the
EIS/EIR have access to classified naval documents on the toxic chemicals and rn:unmm\s

dumped on the seabed? Here, it appears that the risk is real, but will likely remain unknown,

26] Bap .8, hetrolidmses dot. povido imagespd (32256030 b yaidf,
; i i ! : i furr Mg, s Among Milltary
262 \yeiss, Kenneth R., Navy Clegning Up Toxic Trosh On Island; Waste: The Site, 60 Miles Off Paiit Mug
Installnsions Natiomvide That Bear The Scars Of Decades Of Hazardaus Dumping, Los Angeles Times, Jan, 29, 1996, atB1.
263 Seaping Apph. 5.2.2.6.
264 rpnfession made directly o the suthar.
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G434-188

As discussed in Section 4.12.1 and 4.12.5, there are no known
offshore dump sites within 0.5 miles of the Project or its
alternatives. On the cited map, the pipelines cross the label "dump
site” but not the actual location of such site. Section 4.12.1.1 uses
publicly available data, and Impact WAT-2 in Section 4.18.4
analyzes the potential effects of short-term accidental unearthing of
contaminants in sediments based on such data.



The Applicant's assumption (above) is also problematic in that concentrations of contaminants in ||G434-188.1
the Southern California Bight are already extremely high in places. What is “typical” may be
dangerously high, given the degree and area of sedimentary disturbance that would be incurred.

Contrary to what the Applicant assumes, the fact that the sedimentary perturbations would occur
in open ocean does not substantially mitigate the harm that could be caused by liberated contami-
nants. Dailey et al point out that, “[u]nlike the open ocean, where currents can dilute and diffuse
pollutants, the SCB has a residence time for water that is on the order of 2-3 months, which al-
lows contaminants to become increasingly concentrated, 26 During the time that contaminants
would linger in the project area, there would be ample time for them to be ingested by lower-
order organisms and passed up the trophic chain to marine mammals and human consumers —
resulting in concentrated bioaccumulation and both acute and long-term health problems.

In brief, sedimentary perturbations in the project area could have profoundly detrimental effects
because, ironically, the region is in many regards one of the most pristine along all of the Cali-
fornia Coast, and yet at the same time it has sequestered in its seafloor some of the deadliest
substances known to humanity. The high degree of the potential harm, coupled with even the
slightest reasonable possibility of its occurring, suggest, again, that the “NMo-Action Alternative”
is the only prudent option.

AIR QUALITY
46 PDF431
Missing data and analyses on air quality

All Project analyses involving wind conditions assuming that wind origins range from south to
west, But prevailing winds in the region are westerly and northerly.25% Thus all meteorological

and relatr.dP:ﬁdies are pmsumpﬁmf incomplete and/or incorrect. Incorrect assumptions about
wind direction could produce significant consequences with respect to the size and shape of
release plumes, which may be underestimated, Also, Los Angeles County is downwind by the
actual prevailing currents — more so than Ventura County — so air quality assecssments must be

made there too.

Some data for Clean Air Act requirements is missing, EPA notes some of the work that has
apparently still not been done: G434-191

“To construct and operate this facility, BHP will need federal Prevention of
Significant Deterioration { PSD) and title V operating permits. To obtain these
permits, BHP must submit complete applications to EPA as described in 40 CFR
sections 52.21 and 71.5. Air permit applications should be provided to EPA as
stand-alone documents. Alternatively, BHP may provide a summary document

265 Diiley et al, at 663,
26 Based on personal cxperience of 35 years sbserving meteorelogical conditions in the grester Project urea. For confirmation,
check httpelfwww.srh-noan.gev.
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G434-189

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.6.4 contains revised text on this topic.

G434-190
See the response to Comment G434-189.

G434-191

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 4.6.2 for an updated discussion of
relevant regulatory requirements, and Section 4.6.4 for an updated
discussion of air quality impact analyses.



explaining where each permit application element can be found in a general
document such as the DPL materials.”

“§ame of the more critical items that are missing from the DPL materials for the
PSD application are the BACT analysis, the air quality impact ana_ljrsis, and the
regulatory analysis of applicable roles from the State Implementation Plan ( SI_F‘].
EPA staff met with BHF representatives from ENTRTX on May 22, 2003, afud in
that meeting and later emails and telephone calls, EPA and ENTRIX stalif dis-
cussed the PSD requirements. We communicated to ENTRIX that the air model
used in the impact analysis ( ISCST3) is not appropriate, and that OCD must be
used instead. We understand that ENTRIX intends to perform OCD modeling.

Elsewhere, in the “Consequence Analysis of Hydrocarbon Releases™ (Appendix V), many terms
are not defined. In it, conditions are averaged, which does not account for worst-case, or near-
worst-case scenarios. Also, the term “conservative” is used in a sense opposite to the standard
use in risk caleulations. For instance, “Since shutdown philosophy has not been finalized, the
release duration was selected in a conservative way.”" But here "cnnservat%w:“ means that they
selected a long release duration, allowing for more gradual gas cloud dispersion.

The Worst Case Meteorological Data Applicability Analysis?® assumes calm cﬂndi_tions as the
“warst case.” Whereas a true worst case would involve some wind drift, :.uhan.-., for instance, a
cloud would drift into the shipping lanes. Worst-case data must be provided.

The Worst Case Metecrological Data Applicability Analysis incorrectly incorporates data from
an irrelevant measurement buoy. OF only two data buoys sclected, the Smta Barbara Channel
buey is far from the site, in a locale with a different meteorological regime; the “worst case
conditions” derived from it are significantly less frequent than those of the buey closer to the
site. Averaging the data from the two buoys significantly understates the risk frequency. The
Santa Barbara buoy averages 6.3 “worst-case” episodes per year, ?rhzreas the closer Santa
Monica Basin buoy averages 20.3 episodes per year — over three times more frequent.

Operational air pollution

Tt is not clear that all operational emissions have been included in the DEIS/R am'a]ysis. For in-
stance, not all transits of tugs and other support vessels have been counted. In }I1|s mg@, the
CEC finds that “the mg boats which must escort LNG tankers into port are typically equipped )
with diesel-fired engines. The air quality analysis conducted for [a] propqsed Bcphtcif&hgll LNG
facility found that tug boats were the largest source of air pollution associated with the proposed
facility.”2 The vessel counts should be double-checked.

T pppendin V.6,
268 Worst Case Meteorological Data Applicsbility Analysis - Offshore Buay Data Sets (Auachment V-1.1, p 17 et seq.)

269 CECLNG, o115
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G434-192
Section 4.6 contains the most up-to-date information about the
Project-related emissions.

G434-193

Section 4.2 and the Independent Risk Assessment discuss the
parameters used in the modeling completed for the risk analysis.
Section 4.6 contains the results of all the modeling done in support
of the air quality analysis.

G434-194
Section 4.1.8 discusses the selection of buoys used in the analysis.
See the response to Comment G434-193.

G434-195

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised discussion of emissions from
Project construction and operations. Appendices G1 and G2
include the assumptions and emission factors used to calculate
emissions.



Effects on Malibu’s airshed

The DEIS/R should have paid specific attention to air quality affects in Malibu, as it is the
closest populated community downwind of the Project site. For some sense of the air pollution
that Malibu could experience, a 2003 study of the effects of vessel emission on Santa Barbara
County is relevant, insofar as virmally all of the large vessel traffic that transits the Santa
Barbara coast goes past Malibu in the same shipping lane. In Santa Barbara County, “NOx
emissions from marine vessels [are] more than those from all on-road motor vehicles
[combined]."2" Of 6,000+ vessel transits per year, 150 tanker transits account for a
disproportionately high percentage of emissions, 2" accounting for 37% of the NOx pollution in
the County 2% As a result, “Santa Barbara County is currently classified by the EPA as a
“serious’ nonattainment area for the federal 1-hour ozone standard.”?™

Presumably, similar pollution characteristics apply to Malibu; it may even be worse, due to
seasanal offshore winds that blow Los Angeles smog out over Malibu. Given that the current
number of annmal tanker transits is approximately 150 (the same as in Santa Barbara), and that
the Project would add more than 400 tanker transits, this would roughly triple the number of
tanker transits near Malibu waters, significantly increasing local MO pollution. .Overnight, the
greater Malibu area could go from having some of the cleanest air in Southern California to
being on the “most unhealthful” list.

NOISE IMPACTS

4.14 PDF T2
Incomplete, inaccurate noise measurements

The DEIS/R discussion of deciBels and alternative measures of sound pressure levels remains
both incomplete and confused. Typically, the numbers used represent average sound pressure
levels, which include all the “guiet” moments bztween operational noises; peak levels would be
much higher, perhaps extraordinarily so. (By analogy, a hammer hitting a nail might preduce,
say an 85 dB peak, but the average sound pressure of the whole process could be lower than 20
dB, depending on the length of silences between hits.) Even the 75 dBA figure for operational
noise seems low; by comparison, a home stereo system operated at a comfortable mid-level

volume produces ~80 dBA.

20 Sanin Burbars Coanty Air Pollution Contrel District, The Need 1o Reduce Marine Shipping Emissions: A Sania Barbara
Cownty Cose Stidy, Paper # 70055, 2003 (“APCD"), at 1.

271 APCD, oe 5.

272 ganta Barbars County Air Pollwiion Contral District (APCIY) 2001 Clean Air Flan, 1955, (out of 6,000 total ship transits.)
5B, ot 3.

M APCD, 13,
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G434-197

2004/G434

G434-196

The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes.
!mpact AIR-8 in Section 4.6.4 contains an updated analysis of
impacts on air quality from the FSRU and Project vessels.

G434-197

Section 4.14.1 has been updated to clarify noise measurement
levels and units used.
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